Student achievement of fifth-grade students in 106 Georgia public schools in CRCT reading and mathematics was examined as a function of five characteristics of teachers and schools. The five independent variables used as predictors of CRCT scores were Title I status, teachers' education level, teachers' average years of experience, class size, and computer to student ratio. Designation as a Title I school was the strongest predictor of student achievement. When compared to non-Title I schools, Title I school status resulted in a higher percentage of students meeting CRCT standards in both reading and math and a lower percentage of students exceeding standards in both reading and mathematics. However, Title I school status also resulted in a higher percentage of students meeting standards on both the CRCT reading and mathematics. Class size seemed to have very little relationship to the overall achievement of fifth-grade students. Teacher quality revealed mixed, though generally positive results when correlated with student achievement. Even though Title I designation is indicative of positive outcomes for CRCT scores, these positive outcomes do not hold for every predictor. Abstract: Student achievement of fifth-grade students in 106 Georgia public schools in CRCT reading and mathematics was examined as a function of five characteristics of teachers and schools. The five independent variables used as predictors of CRCT scores were Title I status, teachers' education level, teachers' average years of experience, class size, and computer to student ratio. Designation as a Title I school was the strongest predictor of student achievement. When compared to non-Title I schools, Title I school status resulted in a higher percentage of students meeting CRCT standards in both reading and math and a lower percentage of students exceeding standards in both reading and mathematics. However, Title I school status also resulted in a higher percentage of students meeting standards on both the CRCT reading and mathematics. Class size seemed to have very little relationship to the overall achievement of fifthgrade students. Teacher quality revealed mixed, though generally positive results when correlated with student achievement. Even though Title I designation is indicative of positive outcomes for CRCT scores, these positive outcomes do not hold for every predictor.
Introduction
Recent state-budget constraints have resulted in 34 states and the District of Columbia choosing to cut spending in the area of K-12 education (Johnson, Oliff, & Williams, 2011) .
Georgia was included in this number. In a report for the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, Johnson et al. (2011) stated that the decrease in educational funding has caused local school boards to seek ways to reduce spending while still providing a quality education for each student as required by No Child Left Behind. In order to accomplish this task, stakeholders must weigh educational expenditures in terms of their benefit to the overall learning experience and evaluate academic programs to assess their contribution to student achievement. National Education Technology Plan, 2012). These characteristics included employing high quality teachers (Southworth, 2010) , reducing class size (Milesi & Gamoran, 2006) , and 
Funding. As legislators discussed the ramifications of No Child Left Behind, they
anticipated that some schools and districts would not be able to meet the standards set without assistance (Harding, Harrison-Jones, & Rebach, 2012) . In a study of over 14,000 eighth graders during the 2006-2007 school year, Baker and Johnston (2010) confirmed that Title I schools scored significantly lower than non-Title I schools on standardized tests. In an attempt to help these students achieve the same high academic standards as their more economically advantaged counterparts and ensure equality in education, the Title I section of No Child Left Behind provided federal funding to schools serving a large percentage of students from low U.S. Department of Education, 2011) . This funding was to have provided resources and instructional services so that at-risk students would not fall behind academically. Schools receiving these funds were designated Title I schools (U.S. Department of Education, 2011).
High Quality Teachers. One of the objectives of No Child Left Behind was to staff all
schools with high quality teachers with an emphasis on improving the quality of those teachers employed in Title I schools (Borman & Kimball, 2005 ; U.S. Department of Education, 2004).
Research on teacher quality both before and since No Child Left Behind has shown that quality teachers affect student learning and have been a powerful predictor of student success (Januszka & Dixon-Kane, 2008; Kane, Rockoff, & Staiger, 2006; Wong, 2004) . Before the legislation, states had been allowed to establish their own guidelines for teacher certification and licensing.
No Child Left Behind set guidelines for high quality preparation and training for teachers and assigned teachers greater responsibility and accountability for the success of their students Researchers who explored teacher quality and student achievement (Borman, 2005; Boyd, Lankford, Rockoff, & Wyckoff 2008; Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kain, 2005; Southworth, 2010) showed that teacher characteristics contributed more variation in levels of student achievement than any other factor and of the teacher characteristics explored, a teacher's educational experience ranked among the highest of those affecting student achievement. Others (Boyd et al., 2008; Clotfelter, Ladd, & Vigdor, 2006; Jennings & DiPrete, 2010; Wayne & Youngs, 2003; Wong, 2004) agreed on the importance of teacher quality as it related to student success, but disagreed on which teacher characteristics were indicative of quality and which characteristics were most important. , 2004) . Believing that full certification through a traditional teaching program at an accredited institution was important, the state of Illinois choose to compare teachers who had attained full certification through this traditional route and those who had acquired certification through an alternate method (DeAngelis, White, & Presley, 2010) . During the period of their study, non-Chicago personnel not fully certified decreased by approximately 30% while Chicago personnel not fully certified decreased by over 70% resulting in an increase in state-wide achievement score. These findings led the researchers to believe that teacher education did play a role in student achievement.
Comparing data compiled from the New York City Department of Education, the New York State Education Department, the College Board and programs that provided alternate certification for teachers from 2000 to 2005, Boyd et al. (2008) reported a significant increase in student achievement as the percentage of certified teachers employed rose. Although Boyd et al. believed some of the positive gains in student achievement could be attributed to policy changes; they stressed the largest increase appeared to be from the elimination of the policy allowing schools to hire uncertified teachers and providing a program to mentor and retain new teachers.
These researchers concluded that employing teachers who were fully certified did indeed make a difference in student achievement in New York.
Others (Harris & Sass, 2007; Kane et al., 2006; Ohlson, 2009 ) have failed to demonstrate that the education status of teachers made a difference in student success. Harris and Sass (2007) revealed inconsistent results of a link between teacher training and student outcomes, leading them to conclude that there was no relationship between the quality of elementary school teachers and advanced academic degrees. They did report, however, that a teacher's years of experience showed mixed but generally positive results.
Teacher's years of experience. Though a majority of studies on teacher characteristics show that a teacher's years of experience have a positive impact on student achievement (Boyd et al., 2008; Clotfelter et al., 2006; Fry, 2009; Harris & Sass, 2007; Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kain, 2005; Staiger & Rockoff, 2010; Wayne & Youngs, 2003; Wong, 2004) , there has been inconsistency on exactly how many years of experience a teacher must have before exhibiting the positive attributes associated with this characteristic. After reviewing the literature on the relationship between teacher experience and student achievement, there appears to be a consensus that at least one year of experience results in positive student success (Boyd et al., 2008; Fry, 2009; Harris & Sass, 2007; Rivkin et al. 2005; Staiger & Rockoff, 2010; Wayne & Youngs, 2003; Wong, 2004) .
Class size reduction. One of the most studied factors believed to affect student achievement is teacher to student ratio or class size (Milesi & Gamoran, 2006; Rockoff, 2009) , and one of the most extensive studies on class size reduction was Project STAR which began in (2000) and Page (2002) found support for Judge's findings. Becker found that teachers were more likely to implement technology in their instruction if they were provided with easy accessibility for their students' use. Unit of analysis. The GaDOE website reports data aggregated for each school; therefore, the unit of analysis for the design is school. No individual student or teacher data are reported.
Assessing Student
Sample. Data for the 2009-2010 school year came from the GaDOE Web site providing an accessible population of all public schools serving fifth-grade students within the state of Georgia. In an attempt to provide a relatively balanced number of Title I schools to non-Title I schools, a cluster sample was taken from two separate school districts within the state with one being schools served by one of the Regional Educational Service Agencies in the southern portion of the state and the other, a school district in the northern part of the state. Combining these two areas resulted in a target population of 58 Title I schools and 48 non-Title I schools for a total of 106 schools and criterion-referenced competency test scores for over 16,000 fifth-graders during the 2009-2010 school year. See Table 1 for a summary of the descriptive statistics. Procedure. The GaDOE Web site contained data pertinent to each of the 106 schools included in this study and the independent and dependent variables to be analyzed. The GaDOE reported information for each school pertaining to Title I status, personnel data (such as teachers' education level and years of experience), and school demographics (such as class size) through an annual report card. A separate state-wide technology survey provided data on technology use within each school including the overall computer to student ratio. Technology survey data were reported on the GaDOE Web site. Data on each of the independent variables of Title I status, teachers' education level, years of experience, class size, and computer to student ratio were compiled for the 106 sample schools to be analyzed for its correlation to the dependent variables.
The five independent variables of this study represented characteristics believed to play an important role in student achievement. Trends in the literature had shown that low socioeconomic background adversely affected scores on standardized tests (Baker & Johnston, 2010; Harding et al., 2012; Rouse & Barrow, 2006; Sirin, 2005) . Based on the review, Title I status was considered an important variable to include in the present study. Since information is not provided for individual students, Title I and non-Title I status was used as a school category measure. Teachers' education level was defined using a numerical scale representative of the number of years that it typically takes to obtain a specific degree with four for a bachelor's, six for a master's, seven for a specialist, and eight for a doctorate. These numbers were then combined to provide the average years of post-secondary education or average education level representative of the teachers in each of the schools. The GaDOE calculated the average years of experience of the teachers within a school from information provided to them through each school's annual report and have shared this average on the personnel tab of the report card. Class size or the teacher to student ratio within a school was shown as a ratio of classroom teachers to students. For the purpose of analysis, this ratio was converted to its single numerical quotient.
The last of the independent variables, computer to student ratio, was also recorded by converting the ratio provided by the GaDOE Web site into a single numerical quotient.
The GaDOE web site reported the percentage of students receiving CRCT reading and mathematics scores on the basis of three categories: Does Not Meet (below 800), Meets (800- 
Does Not Meet CRCT Reading.
A direct multiple regression analysis revealed that the combination of the five predictors accounted for 32.6% of the variability in percentage of students who did not meet the CRCT reading standards, F(5, 100) = 9.69, p < .001. Four of the predictors were statistically significant. The percentage of students who did not meet the CRCT reading standards was 3.02% higher for Title I schools than for non-Title I schools (p < .001).
For every one-unit increase in a teacher education level, the percentage of students who did not meet CRCT reading standards increased by 3.36% (p = .043). For each additional year of experience that a teacher acquired, the percentage of student who did not meet CRCT reading standards decreased by .549% (p = .005). For every increase of one student to the overall class size, the percentage of students who did not meet the CRCT reading standards decreased by .579% (p = .009) (see Table 2 ). Table 3 ). Exceeds CRCT Reading. A direct multiple regression analysis revealed that the combination of the five predictors accounted for 57.8% of the variability in percentage of students who met the CRCT reading standards, F(5, 100) = 27.37, p < .001. Two of the predictors were statistically significant. The percentage of students who exceeded the CRCT reading standards was 15.68% lower for Title I schools than for non-Title I schools (p < .001).
For every year of experience attained by a teacher, the percentage of students who exceeded the CRCT reading standards increased by 1.228% (p = .009) (see Table 4 ). of the predictors were statistically significant. The percentage of students who did not meet the CRCT mathematics standards was 3.54% higher for Title I schools than for non-Title I schools (p = .001). For every increase of one student to the overall class size, the percentage of students who did not meet the CRCT mathematics standards decreased by 1.08% (p < .001). For every year of experience attained by a teacher, the percentage of students who did not meet the CRCT mathematics standards decreased by .728% (p = .004) (see Table 5 ). Meets CRCT Mathematics. A direct multiple regression analysis revealed that the combination of the five predictors accounted for 39.3% of the variability in percentage of students who met the CRCT mathematics standards, F(5, 100) = 12.94, p < .001. One of the predictors was statistically significant. The percentage of students who met the CRCT mathematics standards was 13.54% higher for Title I schools than for non-Title I schools (p < .001) (see Table 6 ). Exceeds CRCT Mathematics. A direct multiple regression analysis revealed that the combination of the five predictors accounted for 43.0% of the variability in percentage of students who exceeded the CRCT mathematics standards, F(5, 100) = 15.09, p < .001. One of the predictors was statistically significant. The percentage of students who exceeded the CRCT mathematic standards was 16.56% lower for Title I schools than for non-Title I schools (p < .001) (see Table 7 ). 
Discussion
Designation as a Title I school consistently accounted for the observed variance in percentage of students failing to meet, meeting, and exceeding the scoring standards on the reading and mathematics portion of the CRCT by fifth-grade students in Georgia public schools.
However, analyses revealed that Title I school status was not always positively related to those percentages. In Title I schools, a higher percentage of students received scores of Does Not Meet CRCT reading (3.02%) and Does Not Meet CRCT mathematics (3.54%) when compared to nonTitle 1 schools. However, a lower percentage of students in Title I schools received scores
Exceeding in CRCT reading (15.67%) and Exceeding in CRCT mathematics (16.56%) when compared to non-Title I schools. The advantage of Title I school designation appeared to benefit student achievement when looking at the percentage of students who met the CRCT standards.
For example, in Title I schools 12.88% of the students received a score of Meets on the reading portion of the CRCT and 13.541% of the students received a score of Meets on the mathematics portion of the CRCT.
Based on these results and a review of previous literature on Title I status and low socioeconomic status (Baker & Johnston, 2010; Harding et al., 2012; Rouse & Barrow, 2006; Sirin, 2005) , these findings suggest that funding may not be the only obstacle that needs to be addressed when dealing with students from low-socioeconomic backgrounds. An implication of this study, supported by previous research, was that there may be other factors that affect the education and learning of students identified as being from low-socioeconomic backgrounds such as parental education level, parental support and encouragement of their child's education, and access to educational opportunities and preparation outside of the school setting (Baker & Johnston, 2010) . Another factor to consider was that this research had no baseline of lowsocioeconomic schools without federal funding to compare with Title I schools. Instead we evaluated achievement of students in Title I schools against that of students in non-Title I schools assuming that, excluding low-socioeconomic status as a factor, all other characteristics of students in these two settings would be similar. Without a baseline of low-socioeconomic schools receiving no federal monies to compare, it was difficult to determine the actual correlation of Title I funding to the achievement of students from low-income homes.
Previous literature on teacher quality has shown that while many researchers agreed on the importance of teacher quality, disagreements existed on the role of teacher quality in the success of students (Boyd et al., 2008; Clotfelter, Ladd, & Vigdor, 2006; Jennings & DiPrete, 2010; Southworth, 2010; Wayne & Youngs, 2003; Wong, 2004) . The results of this study did not definitively refute those claims. An analysis of teachers' education level showed that every increase in the level of education attained by a classroom teacher resulted in a 3.36% increase in Meet in CRCT mathematics decreased by .579% and 1.078%, respectively. In general, it seems that smaller class size does not contribute to student success, contrary to expectation. Some explanations for this discrepancy may have included small group instruction within the classroom and peer to peer tutoring which provided students with the benefits of a smaller class environment within the larger class structure.
The expectation that computer to student ratio played a significant role in student achievement when this predictor variable was not demonstrated to be significant to CRCT test scores at any level in either reading or mathematics. Although these results were highly unexpected, Becker's study (2000) had shown a 1:4 ratio to be the pivotal point at which student success was impacted. However, this study occurred during a time when a 1:4 ratio of computers to students was an increase in technology in a majority of schools. Since that time, studies such as those conducted by Suhr, Hernandez, Grimes, and Warschauer (2010) and Shapley et al. (2010) have shown that a 1:1 ratio of computers to students results in the strongest contribution to student achievement. When each child has a computer of their own, then they have an equal opportunity to reap the benefits that technology can provide to education. When sharing a computer, whether at a ratio of 2:1 or 10:1, equal access to that educational resource and its benefits to students unrealistic.
Conclusion
The findings of this research suggest that designation as a Title I school is strongly related to results on CRCT reading and mathematics; however, being a Title I school does not always positively affect the outcomes on these tests. One implication that can be made is that Title I funding is making a difference when related to student achievement but stakeholders may need to determine exactly which programs or curriculum purchased with this funding is making the most positive difference and make every effort to implement those into the educational setting.
Teacher quality as evidenced by teachers' education level and years of experience,
showed mixed results when related to student achievement similar to results of previous research (Harris & Sass, 2007; Kane et al., 2006; Ohlson, 2009) . Before discounting teacher quality as an indicator of student success, it may be informative to conduct a qualitative study of teachers in classes where students consistently score well on the CRCT to try to determine what other factors may contribute to teacher quality. More information on exactly what characteristics a quality teacher possesses might result in a more accurate picture of those factors and their impact on achievement.
